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DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

1. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

2. The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1, 148 
USPQ459 (1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining 
obviousness under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating 
obviousness or nonobviousness. 

3. This application currently names joint inventors. In considering patentability of 
the claims under 35 U.S.C. 103(a), the examiner presumes that the subject matter of 
the various claims was commonly owned at the time any inventions covered therein 
were made absent any evidence to the contrary. Applicant is advised of the obligation 
under 37 CFR 1.56 to point out the inventor and invention dates of each claim that was 
not commonly owned at the time a later invention was made in order for the examiner to 
consider the applicability of 35 U.S.C. 103(c) and potential 35 U.S.C. 102(e), (f) or (g) 
prior art under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). 
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4. Claims 1 - 8, 10-12, 14 and 15 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over the combination of Subramanian (PG Pub US 2003/0000922) and Le 
(5,801,954). 

In regards to claim 1, Subramanian discloses A system that produces a [reticle], 
comprising: a fabrication device (Figure 10, item 1060); and a regulation component 
that receives [reticle] spectrometry inspection data from the fabrication device and 
mitigates delay time defects by utilizing the data adjust control parameters of the 
fabrication device (Figure 10, items 1070 and 1040; paragraphs 42 - 44 and 55; 
Scatterometry signatures are found for the wafer, this information is used for real-time 
adaptation of the fabrication process.). 

Subramanian is focused on wafer design correction. However, the reticle as 
claimed in the specification and further detailed in later claims, as one of ordinary skill in 
the art would know, is created in the same fashion as a wafer. However to further this 
point a second reference Le (Figure 1), has been provided where reticles (masks) are 
analyzed and the information is sent through a feedback network to update and correct 
the mask. 

Therefore it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the 
time of the invention to use the system disclosed in Subramanian to analyze a reticle 
instead of a wafer. As the reticle in this application is created in the same fashion as a 
wafer it would be obvious to use the same system disclosed by Subramanian for reticle 
analysis. Le provides motivation for this change as Le shows that reticles can have 
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errors and by providing a feedback loop the reticle can be improved which will lead to 
better wafers created from those reticles. 

In regards to claim 2, the system of claim 1, further comprising a collection 
component that receives data sent from the fabrication device (Subramanian: Figure 10, 
item 1070, paragraph 41). 

In regards to claim 3, the system of claim 1 , the regulation component employing 
at least one of an advanced process control system, a statistical process control 
system, a feedback system, a feed forward system, a proportional-integral-derivative 
control system and a fuzzy logic control system (Subramanian: paragraph 74). 

In regards to claim 4, The system of claim 1, the fabricating device further 
fabricating at least one of a semiconductor and a substrate (Subramanian: paragraph 9 
and 90). 

In regards to claim 5, The system of claim 2, the collection component employing 
an algorithm to process received data (Subramanian: paragraph 39). 

In regards to claim 6, the system of claim 5, the algorithm being a data-mining 
algorithm comprising at least one of: a neural network, evolutionary programming, 
memory based reasoning, a decision tree, a genetic algorithm a nonlinear regression 
and a Bayseian belief network (Subramanian: paragraph 39). 

In regards to claim 7, the system of claim 1, the fabrication device employed to 
perform at least one of the steps of expose, post-expose back, develop and inspection 
(Subramanian: paragraph 45). 
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In regards to claim 8, The system of claim 1 , the reticle comprising at least one of 
a resist, an opaque metal film and a glass substrate (Subramanian: paragraph 45). 

In regards to claim 10, A system that fabricates a [reticle], comprising: an expose 
component that writes critical dimensions onto the surface of a resist employed in the 
fabrication of the [reticle] (paragraphs 40, 45, and 46); a develop component to process 
the resist (paragraph 45); an inspection component to insure the critical dimensions 
fabricated on the reticle are not outside of desired tolerances (figure 10, item 1070); a 
data collection component that receives data from the expose component, the post- 
expose back component, the develop component and the inspection component (figure 
10, item 1070, paragraph 41); a data processing component that determines what 
changes are needed to the system to improve [reticle] fabrication to fall within desired 
tolerances (figure 10, item 1040, paragraphs 42 - 44 and 55); and a feedback/feed 
forward control component to facilitate changes needed as determined by the data 
processing component, the feedback/feedforwad control component is an advanced 
process control system that automatically makes changes determined by the data 
processing component, (paragraphs 42 - 44 and 55: It should be noted that in the 
specification page 6 feedback/feed forward can be read as an or statement. Thus a 
feedback loop is shown.). 

Subramanian is focused on wafer design correction. However, the reticle as 
claimed in the specification and further detailed in later claims, as one of ordinary skill in 
the art would know, is created in the same fashion as a wafer. However to further this 
point a second reference Le (Figure 1), has been provided where reticles (masks) are 
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analyzed and the information is sent through a feedback network to update and correct 
the mask. 

Therefore it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the 
time of the invention to use the system disclosed in Subramanian to analyze a reticle 
instead of a wafer. As the reticle in this application is created in the same fashion as a 
wafer it would be obvious to use the same system disclosed by Subramanian for reticle 
analysis. Le provides motivation for this change as Le shows that reticles can have 
errors and by providing a feedback loop the reticle can be improved which will lead to 
better wafers created from those reticles. 

In regards to claim 11, The system of claim 10 further comprising post-expose 
back component (Official notice is taken that it is well known in the art that after using a 
resist a post-expose bake step is often performed. Therefore it would have been 
obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention to include a post- 
expose bake step to the system disclosed by Subramanian. The post-expose bake step 
prepares the semiconductor to be developed. This is the standard procedure when 
dealing with resists and has been shown to work well in the real world.). 

In regards to claim 12, The system of claim 10, the inspection component at least 
one of a scatterometry system, an ellipsometry system, a laser displacement system, an 
inductive system and a capacitive system (Subramanian: figure 10, item 1075). 

In regards to claim 14, the system of claim 10, the advanced process control 
system further comprising at least one of run-to-run control and fault detection and 
classification (Subramanian: paragraph 55). 
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In regards to claim 15, The system of claim 10, the data processing component is 
a data-mining algorithm (Subramanian: paragraph 39). 

5. Claim 9 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over the 
combination of Subramanian and Le and further in view of Bojko (6,492,094). 

In regards to claim 9, Subramanian (as modified by Le) discloses a system for 
fabricating reticles using resist. However the type of resist is not given. The list of 
resists provided in claim 9 consist primarily of well known resists. A secondary 
teaching, Bojko (col. 4, lines 30 - 34) discloses many of these resists. 

Therefore it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the 
time of the invention to use one of the resists listed in Bojko as the resist called for in 
Subramanian (as modified by Le). Subramanian requires some kind of resist and to use 
a well known resist is the obvious choice. As the characteristics of the resist will already 
be well known and most likely will be readily available, a well known resist will help keep 
costs of fabrication down. 

Response to Arguments 

6. Applicant's arguments filed 03/13/06 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. 

7. Applicant's arguments with regards to Peng are moot as the addition of the 
spectrometry requirement required the examiner to find a new reference. 

8. In regards to applicant's arguments in the first paragraph of page 8, the examiner 
was in no way taking official notice when stating that reticles and wafers are produced in 
the same fashion. This statement was based on an analysis of applicant's own 
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specification, the cited reference for wafers and the cited reference for reticles, as all 
three showed the same processes went into creating the two items. 

Conclusion 

9. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. 

10. US Pat. 6,448,097 - discloses a spectroscopy system for detecting errors in 
fabrication. 

11. US Pat. 6,583,871 - discloses a similar system. 

12. US Pat. 6,931,618 - discloses a system that is very similar to the disclosed 
invention. 

13. US Pat. 6,509,201 - discloses an Advance Process Control system. 

14. US Pat. 6,458,605 - discloses a scatterometry system for detecting detects in 
fabrication. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Christopher L. Lavin whose telephone number is 571- 

272- 7392. The examiner can normally be reached on M - F (8:30 - 5:00). 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Bhavesh M. Mehta can be reached on (571) 272-7453. The fax phone 
number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571- 

273- 8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 




Christopher Lavin 
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